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Mr. Emil Klawitter (e~klawitter@efdnorth.navfac.navy.mil)
Northern Divis'ion, f\J~val F9cilities Engineering' Command
Code 1823/EK ' ,
10 Industrial Highway, Mailstop 82
Lester, PA 19113-2090

Re: Draft ReCord of Decision (ROD) for site 9, Naval Air Station, Brunswick"Maine

Dear Mr. Klawitter:

Thank you for the opportunity to review the site 9 draft ROD. I'd like to commend the Navy and EA
Engineer, Science and Technology on drafting a good document, especially given the draft guidance
provided.

My technical comments are attached. Comments from the EPA case, attorney will be forwarded next
week. This lette~ forwards my informal comments from last week; they haven't changed substantially.
There are several new comments; most they are minor or editorial (in some cases to correct poor
wording taken directly from the Region 1 model ROD). The new comments since last week are in italics
in the attachment.

I thought Part 1, The Declaration, was well written. My comments were minor (s,?me redundant text from
the model ROD was deleted) and are displayed in the attached red line strike out version of the
declaration,' '

I look forward to discussing our comments at the meeting next week. This will probably be the fastest
way to resolve all the comments and concur on text for the draft final site 9 ROD.

If you have any questions, please contact me at 617-918-1344 or barry.michael@epa.gov.

fi£~~
(Signed, 8/27/99 at 11 :21 AM)
Michael S. Barry
Remedial Project Manager
Federal Superfund Facilities Section

cc. Carolyn LePage/LePage Environmental (c1epagegeo@aol.com)
Betsy Mason/EPA Region 1 (mason.elizabeth@apa.gov)
Pete Nimmer/EA Environmental (pln@eaest.com)
Claudia SaiUME DEP (claudia.b.sait@state.me.us)

,Tony WiliiamsiNASB (~illiamsA@nasb.na~y:m'il)
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EPA Comment$ to the Site 9 Draft ROD

: .., . .

Note: Comments contained in email of 8/20/99 are in normal tYpe, new ones are in italics. For minor text
changes, I pasted in the text with red line strikeout from the draft ROD. All refer. to Part 2, =T~~ Decision
Summary unless otherwise noted.

1.' I tried to fix. redundancy with. section 1.. 0 ·;'jt~:d~~cription·and. seetionVA .sl~e overview-see text.
Basically I kept 1.0. very general and got into more specifics on section V. A . '.

2. Verb tense on the second last bullet in public outreach: .f;!IJllf),1jzlfifJlfrfjjr{(£{f~lilltsjj1"firtqS1&1L~IJf/;

3. Section IV. A. 2. Ground-Water contamination. Suggest we refer to chlorinated VOCs rather
fhan ethanes.. Also in section V. C. 1., Fate of Chemical Contaminants, ground water section,
first bullet.

4. Section IV. B. 1. Inactive Ash landfill.

a. The first two bullets seem redundant but it seems like you are trying to show how the
IC's will be implemented. Suggest changing second bullet to :

"!Tf!/t!f/;!1~~~§;ijm~:~i:(~I\W!l§,4)f:;~(fg[i!i)e"~t8?{~r'fi;O/?!]X?r!1.r§R~!jT£('f(@,i;~

!AR.lj!ZLS;1{~.$~:'iJj;i(1~::(i!l('}:q!7t0!'1>le'cf}i;i)/i.X51'.i[;£;~(jJ8?~;Ej{~9m:\t@:?hqi{tj,{2/1};:··~t'.'

This is in several other places in the ROD; sections IX, XI,

b. Third bullet: Leasing should be added as another action to notify EPA/ME OEP. Suggest
the follOWing wording change:

This is also in several other places in the ROD; section IV. B. 2.
third bullet, section IX in various sub sections on the alternatives,
section X,

C. Fourth bullet: if we specify metals testing downgradient of the landfill, we should also
'specify PAH's:

~!1JJ1Zj~~M71fgilijJgl1r;11&1Fl§likTiJPT~~llljilrl{lJ1iI'¥J1ffi~~~:[wKUf{['111i
'I!('5};r!~JQt(Zfi!f~U7~r;fi:TJj(f}{i1.qrjjJ;?JtgJ/i!lt(£lrtjJ~~t!i[i!.Z,\Jat1!./~!fYFJj{i~~~@

"osses.y...

5. I had to add principle and low level threat waste text to sections IV.A.3 and sections V. E. This is
required per current EPA policy though the basic information is redundant. Please comment if
anything is incorrect. By the text throughout the ROD it seems the Navy and EPA agree there
areno principle thre'at wastes at site 9. .

6. Section V. A; the bullet on historical data at site 9 should go after all the general NAS bullets on
adjacent property use; this is better to see in the meeting.

1

'.
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7. Section V. D.; conceptual site·model.· f.moved some·ofthe background-material to site
description or'site ovefview to reduce redundancies. Also recommend balding the figure number
references so'tife}i'standid'ut, ;\ """,' ": .:',,'';:'"'' ·""",.c,'

8. I added a s~ction V. F., site specific section, we have a lot of that for site 9. This section is in the
new guidance, but isn't as "hard:,"a p'oliby basis/as,the principle threatwaste'section,but I think it
adds to the ROD. Again: please'comment if ~riyth'ing'ii'i~~d~r~ct,. , .' ,:' . ,: .

9. The risk section reads a lot better than the working draft; but could be easier to read. Unless
anyone has a hard spot with it or specific recommendations, I suggest we leave itas is.

10. Risks and alternatives. I altered the text that talks about the stream sediments. This was a
major risk driver on the IROD, but at this point we are really deferring it to the NPDES. I think
this is appropriate, but we should be consistent throughout the ROD. This is a major departure
from the interim ROD.

a. Regarding the above, I added a one line paragraph to the end of the stream sediment
part of section A, Human Health Risk Assessment:

... The contents ofthe inactive landfill were not included in the Human
Health Risk Assessment.

8iFi'Ge'tlFieJfiFiiel'iiJ/j;R@/7Jiil1Jfl,,9})JlfY;Tii,§k.1fEliie;'['[:}'j:mie''iiTi'ITse'CliiJiJihiSflf(Ii7(fflfeen
__ ""A'._~~ __ ,,~,~.""A_"_'·."' _H ~,_._,_.•_ ._•••~••_ _ __ ~"_~'_~_'''''_'''H'_.~ .._,~" _ .. , ..... .,.•••.. _,~"••__.•.__ >_ ,w_.·".·~

PJ:/m?!J!fIY?f:(j7Ti;i!Xiile?/t((:X?'H(fti0J'@~Ch~,folii;(ie.~;~

11" Section VIII. A., Remedial Objectives; disregard edits from 8/20 COl]7ments.

12. Section IX, Development and screening of the alternatives. The time duration of alternatives 2
and 3 should be referred to as "approximately 20 years" in the table and various text. The ground
water may reach MCUMEG's prior to or after 20 years as there are many variables and a highly
detailed and modeled duration was not undertaken

13. Section X, comparative analysis of the alternatives table. Criteria'4 should be "poor" for
alternative 1 and "moderate" for alternative 2.

14. Section X K. and L.. the final ROD should have a ME DEP acceptance statement agreeable to
ME DEP and a community acceptance statement that the Navy/EPA/ME DEP concur upon.
Recommend we discuss this at the meeting on 9/1. Details can be referred to. the responsiveness
summary.

15. Section XI, The Selected Remedy. I deleted the alternative component bullets in my revision of
8/20. On further reflection, thqugh this is redundant it is a good recap of the remedy components
and maybe should be included. .. ,

16. Section XI. A, Interim Ground Water Clean up leve/s,This s~ction ~~oulcJ q~. groundwater
cleanup levels (confusion from the model ROD?). It's relevant to cover the interim ROD. We
suggest:.

Interim ground-water cleanup goals were defined in the ABB Interim Record of
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Decision (1994) for three cac in ground water (dichloroethene,
dichloroethane, and vinyl chloride). Target cleanup concentrations were 70, 5,
and 2 ~~2gz~. respectively, and were equivalent to the Federal Maximum·
Contaminant Levels and State Maximum Exposure Guide,lines at that time. fJi.!iJ.
~ti1~ZlJti1/!L?JfT!J?ftt!:h!ljfJ]~'iflr€l;/k~YJ;;;Jitilt§:g~:rfifiilf!ljiT;fli£!j;;jijlj;JiJ1JI:l££jJ~

A table of cleanup concentrations and basis should also be. included.

17. Section XI. C. should also include a number 4, on 5 year reviews as a component of the remedy;
suggest the following text:

fL1J!fii}7I~f!l}(Jm,,£;l1?J.1j~{{iffie.~fliliJJ!Z!~~o~1{~~.~~{jtZ.l}F!!!1'efi??!5::vYJRe.Jtfi1.(j(fj[li~c.!_~el12~·~:sii:?t2~q

~£!.1~?~~~~!~T!§.,5!?trNtiJt7!!/eS'f§F!:.~~!~?~\YI.:(!:~~'?liIJ)?F}!!col7.g;·f/((,!lic{i:mY~_~T[f~'0Ltji?nVP{~~~!i

1:~e5J2~~~~I!I§}~);(Jf0!,n~~I:llhe0l:,,!?ii~~mat!F3.q~ifflc7!!J!!!~?!1JJqp~J.1!:lIO!.!!!f§!,incp:!E?'i.!·~

J"'f;illi;"b7:~!~(~~?Effcrr(!!I~7J1il51f?~~1!fiJ!'.Y)!ife.P9iJf::]?T!!~!i:r\:~?iJ':!F.£lt1j!?,?-'fF\

18. Section XI. D. A new section on outcomes is required by the new guidance; following text is
suggested:

i:jl1~?~fCi.om]dlei;?!7l!!YfiT£e!!J7!.!?!YW~1.?J7ici!9!!?fti;Q!qYflfRi!Cil~!!!qX~'!.F€#:9!JE!!£i!Z?!:J!!.'if;?:;

P~~~,?:~??!Z7J::1:?~;'~~!;~('(;7.?i'YfuJ~?~'i~tl#_~!I!!;?':E(I:I~1~Ff5iFr@FJ}I~~iilfi(i:i~~~::'I.~Yf:.(jJ()~!?~~{~!'.ljk;iii.g

tt!l!!!~~}1J.'i~l)er!71.i(5Q!()O!!ij.r!ffffl!!~ie'!tV;?F!!!)i!!!!dLe71l11f'if!iJ7(l.f!.~i~?~m.!!T!'<!!!!!!!.?!!!XI~!!li'fje

R7'/£lciii?e?~~@?!!i1'!i!.i{!!!F!P!,cji'!!}J.?rc.E!JTcJ(jiij,fIiJ!!!!E'!/tfl2"/'!!i.~7!Ei!!!!Tjt!tli'eijlsJ!!!Pj~7J{jlgIl~jt·
exc(;ri(jiio)1sm);(jiJite(j['lmeZl~'ifi;;crpe";ilmWi?l.i(iiJs#Tiffile7/i1flHj('JE[inngJi.WiIIFbe[en.friJ;{~(i

~!Y:((Jif!!iJiiJijlViY:~~iiiieiiiiiiiftiie1~b7ii6ipwiifiiiiirft7lUiiiiiiis~iiiflil?l1-----.' ..
psi'iIif§ig/f!!!ttf!hecJjjRZ)JIJ!t"i'FfCiff]..'ifli;fIllYllFJ?,..W:gfSf7fej'l)1Jif'§'eai1lJfil'1fSiiSfiillfB'f!ff'ifUliJfe(fll'V.

!~£tg!?~1::fi!E2Jjf!'Jiiil!fj)~!E!J~"!£iB.Yl§!jT!f'tIf!!!'.rtj?,!T'{~fjE!!!!!Si~S3.~JI~ ~! .
fBei'::io7f;craffedg/I1R'£WillfOif5!b"'fJ'iexeouTe'flfiiT!iZ(erJ!jJi"(fffb7lse'fW'iNI/iilJ)'fjS'i(!if'iJ§JramR'.l

19. Section XII., Statutory Determinations. This section was taken directly from the Region draft
model ROO, but some of the text was awkward or not put together well. The following changes
are suggested:

a. Sub section A., delete the last paragraph that starts with At the time..... This is for an
interim ROO.

b. Sub section 0, the first few sentences are awkward, suggest changing to:

~i~lill!]~~~~~~'i!!lle NavY~(i!;ft. identijied(ifJ.\(1§, a/ternatives'ij}ifPil!lflifl1ilJ:fi,~fi::;s'0af?,lWJii£~gtyr1
li~)Xr:I0Ttl~I.:(\:'QiJlV that are protective ofhuman health and the environment'f'Hv

-.
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~it.!fer:ti;!~~l!Zig?t?};JW?!I:f>!r:!}g1f;J~f!£Uf!~i:,!E1:f!~relz?!![pm??!~~~fgheNavyTl!1~~1 identified
which alternatives utilizedpermanent solutions and alternative treatment
technologies or resource recovery technologies to the maximum extent
practicable. . . ..'

' .. '." '.' ..~

20. . Responsiveness SUf!lmary.

a. . EPA concurs to the transcript of the public meeting questions and responses.

b. . We recommend a letter be sent to the two individuals that asked questions for which
answers were not available at the time. Suggest we discuss this at the meeting on 9/1.
I'd also be wilfing to help with the letter if we choose to address some of the CERCLA
process concerns/questions (or sign out a separate EPA letter) - to discuss.

21. Tables.

a. EPA concurs to the contents of all the tables.

b. Suggest including the tables within the body of the ROD to improve reabability. To
prevent messing up the pagination you could insert a blank page in the body where the
table will go.

c. I also added grid lines to a few of the tables, this seemed to make them easier to read, at
least to me; the different options didn't "bleed" together as much.

22. IC's should be added to the glossary
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